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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to connnnunication(s) filed on 21 November 2003 . 
2a)M This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in con(jition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the nnerits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD, 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) IE Claim(s) 1-5,7-11,13 and 16-21 is/are pending in the application. 
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Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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Final Rejection 
Response to Amendment 

1 . It is liereby acknowledged tiiat the following papers liave been received and 
placed on record in the file: Amendment A as received on 1 1-21-03. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-11, 13, and 16-21 have been examined. 
Status of Claims: 

3. Claims 1, 2, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates et al., Patent # 5,907,681, hereinafter Bates, Graham, HTML 4.0 
Sourcebook, and McCollum, Patent #6,427,168. 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum and Flanagan. 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hesselink et a!.. Patent # 6,499,054, hereinafter Hesselink. 

6. Claims 8-11, and 1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates, Graham, McCollum, Flanagan, and Hoog etal.. Patent #6,385,510, 
hereinafter Hoog. 

7. Claims 16-18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Hoog. 

8. Claim 1 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hoog supra and Flanagan. 

9. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hoog supra and Hesselink. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 1,2,3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates et al., Patent # 5,907,681, hereinafter Bates, Graham, HTML 4.0 
Sourcebook, and McCollum, Patent #6,427,168. Bates teaches a display in a webpage 
(column 1 , line 54), that has at least one updateable object (column 2, line 6), and this 
object periodically requests updated data and updates (column 2, line 3). Bates 
however fails to show the use of a frame having zero height and zero weight (a.k.a. 
IFRAME or ILAYER), the optional use of an object that is an HTML element, script 
executable by the frame without user interaction, or updating only a portion of the 
webpage. With regard to claim 1 , Graham however teaches a frame similar to that of 
Bates, but in addition, further teaches an IFRAME (or ILAYER, the Netscape Navigator 
equivalent) that can be made invisible through setting it's VISIBILITY equal to "hidden" 
(see page 412, line 10). With regard to claim 1, McCollum teaches monitoring a remote 
system through refreshing a display (see column 1 , lines 52-60 and column and column 
2, lines 41-45) similar to that of Bates, but further teaches updating of only select 
objects (see column 10, line 27 through column 11, line 2), It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, Graham and McCollum 
before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the frame taught by Bates to 
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include the invisibility option taught by Graham, in order to obtain an means for having 
one frame deal with checking with updates and another frame dedicated to displaying 
the corresponding updated data; and for Bates to include the ability to selectively 
update as taught by McCollum, in order to limit refreshing and avoid conflicts. One 
would have been motivated to make such a combination because the two-frame setup 
can be used to direct one frame's document to load new content into another frame and 
because selective update is more efficient than updating the entire display. 

12. With regard to claim 2, Graham also teaches the optional use of an object that is 
an HTML element (see column 3, line 24). 

13. With regard to claim 3, Bates also teaches to request data at timer thresholds 
(see column 2, line 8). 

14. With regard to claim 4, Bates also teaches script executable by the frame without 
user interaction (see column 2, line 11). 

1 5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum and Flanagan. Bates, Graham and McCollum, supra teach a 
display in a webpage, that has at least one updateable object, that this object 
periodically requests updated data and updates, and a frame having zero height and 
zero weight managing the updates. Bates and Graham however fail to teach the web 
page updating without refreshing the entire screen, and it being used in a computer 
readable medium. With regard to claim 5, Flanagan teaches a web display system 
similar to that of Bates, Graham, and McCollum, but also teaches, similar to what was 
taught supra by McCollum, the web page updating without refreshing the entire screen 



Application/Control Number: 09/747,366 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2173 

(see page 252, line 1 1 and page 622, line 21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, Graham, McCollum, and 
Flanagan before him at the time the invention was made to modify the updateable web 
page taught by Bates, Graham, and McCollum to include the selective refreshing of 
Flanagan. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because 
selective refreshing can significantly lower processing time. 
16. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hesselink et al.. Patent # 6,499,054, hereinafter Hesselink. 
Bates, Graham, and McCollum teach a display in a webpage (column 1, line 54), that 
has at least one updateable object (column 2, line 6), that this object periodically 
requests updated data and updates (column 2, line 3), and a frame having zero height 
and zero weight managing the updates. They however fail to teach updated data being 
generated by a java servlet. Hesselink teaches a method for monitoring and controlling 
a system from a different physical location similar to that of Bates, Graham, and 
McCollum, he also teaches the use of a java servlet for generating updated data (see 
column 9, line 35). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having 
the teachings of Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Hesselink before him at the time the 
invention was made to, to modify Bates, Graham's, and McCollum's web page to use a 
java servlet in the generation of updated data. One would have been motivated to 
make such a combination because the java servlet helps to search and retrieve 
previously recorded physical process data. 
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17. Claims 8-11, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates, Graham, McCollum, Flanagan, and Hoog et al., Patent # 6,385,510, 
hereinafter Hoog. The rejections for claim 1, under Bates, Graham, and McCollum, and 
the rejection for claim 5, under Flanagan, Bates, Graham, and McCollum, listed above 
reject all the same material as in claim 8, except that they fail to teach receiving data 
from a sensor on a HVAC system. Hoog teaches a monitoring system similar to that of 
Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Flanagan, but also teaches receiving data from a HVAC 
system, see column 4, line 13 and column 2, line 22. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, Graham, McCollum, and 
Flanagan before him at the time the invention was made to, to modify the monitoring 
system of Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Flanagan to incorporate the ability to monitor 
a HVAC system like Hoog's. One would have been motivated to make such a 
combination because effective monitoring of HVAC systems can increase efficiency. 

1 8. With regard to claim 9, Graham further teaches a frame with zero height and zero 
width (see page 412, line 10). 

1 9. With regard to claim 1 0, Bates further teaches the ability refresh without user 
interaction (see column 2, line 11). 

20. With regard to claim 1 1 , Flanagan further teaches ability to update without 
refreshing the entire screen (see page 252, line 1 1 and page 622, line 21 ). 

21 . With regard to claim 1 3, Hoog also teaches that the conditions measured include 
time, temperature, airflow, and damper position (see column 10, line 35). 
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22. Claims 16-18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Hoog. The rejection for claim 1 teaches all that is 
in claim 16 except for a communication device for receiving a webpage data file, and a 
processor for carrying out the functions of creating the web page. Hoog teaches a 
monitoring system similar to that of Bates, Graham, and McCollum, but also teaches the 
use of a communication device for receiving a webpage data file (see figure 1 ), and a 
processor for carrying out the functions of creating the web page (see figure 1 ). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, 
Graham, and McCollum to include the communication device for receiving a webpage 
data file, and a processor for carrying out the functions of creating the web page, taught 
by Hoog. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because with 
out a communication device and a processor the system would not be able to receive or 
process data. 

23. With regard to claim 17, Bates further teaches computer readable instructions to 
update in response to reaching a timer threshold (see column 2, line 8). 

24. With regard to claim 1 8, Bates further teaches a script executable by the frame 
without user interaction (see column 2, line 11). 

25. With regard to claim 21 , Graham also teaches that the said invisible frame is an 
inline frame (see page 412, line 10). 

26. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hoog supra and Flanagan. Flanagan teaches a web display 
system similar to that of Bates, Graham, and Hoog, supra but also teaches, similar to 
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the teachings of McCollum, the web page updating without refreshing the entire screen 
(see page 252, line 1 1 and page 622, line 21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, Graham, McCollum, Hoog, and 
Flanagan before him at the time the invention was made to modify the web page taught 
by Bates, Graham, and Hoog to include the selective refreshing of Flanagan and 
McCollum. One would have been motivated to mal<e such a combination because 
selective refreshing can significantly lower processing time. 

27. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bates, 
Graham, McCollum, and Hoog supra and Hesselink. Hesselink teaches a method for 
monitoring and controlling a system from a different physical location similar to that of 
Bates, Graham, McCollum, and Hoog, supra he also teaches the use of a java servlet 
for generating updated data (see column 9, line 35). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Bates, Graham, McCollum, Hoog, and 
Hesselink before him at the time the invention was made to, to modify Bates, Graham, 
McCollum, and Hoog's web page to use a java servlet in the generation of updated 
data. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because the java 
servlet helps to search and retrieve previously recorded physical process data. 



28. The arguments filed on 1 1-21-03, have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. The reasons are set forth below. 

29. With respect to the applicants argument, that there is not an active and invisible 
object that periodically requests updating a portion of the page. 



Response to Arguments 
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30. In response, the examiner respectfully submits that, Bates teaches the frame that 
periodically requests update (see column 2, lines 3-8), Bates further teaches this 
system being implemented using HTML (see column 3, lines 10-32). Graham teaches a 
Guide to HTML that, more specifically, he teaches the ability to make a frame invisible. 
McCollum also teaches system for monitoring systems and remotely displaying 
properties, but further teaches selectively updating items (see column 10, line 27 
through column 1 1 , line 2). 

31 . With respect to the applicants argument, that there is no support for motivation to 
combine the references of Graham and Bates. 

32. In response, the examiner respectfully submits that, Bates teaches the frame that 
periodically requests update (see column 2, lines 3-8), Bates further teaches this 
system being implemented using HTML (see column 3, lines 10-32). Graham teaches a 
Guide to HTML that, more specifically, he teaches the ability to make a frame Invisible. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, that If a system is 
implemented in HTML to include all the functionality of that particular language in the 
invention. 



33. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth In 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 



Conclusion 
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34. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

35. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis G Bonshock whose telephone number is (703) 
305-4668. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 
p.m. 

36. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (703) 308-31 16. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

37. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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